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. ABSTRACT . _ -
. " Research_intc tsacher svaluation .tachniques has not
provid=2d conclusive aanswars due to a/?nmber of res=arch problens,
including the subjectivity of traditional®teacher observation
techriques and the lack of sensitivity of newer, more objectiva
tachniques. A five-year research projzct in California, the Beginning
Ye#achsr 'Evaluation Study (BTES), tried to avoid these problenms
through the use of nonstandardized testing, teacher gusstionnaires
and interviews, and multipl2 objective bahavioral observations of
-interaction betwezn students and teachers. A wids range of classrooms
and schools w2re sampled to allow for socioeconomic differences. The
‘r2searchers found that students learned bast when spending sufficient
. time ‘deeply =2ngaged in a task with a high success rataz. Teachers wsr=
—#ost affective at creating such learning situations when they did a
‘good job of diagnosing student needs, pr=2scribing appropriate tasks,
-Structuring pressntation of thz tasFET\mUnitorinqAstudent progress,
and providing adsquate feedback. While BTES, da=spite its nams, naver
directly addresses itself to tesachsr evaluation, its findings imply .
ANSWATLS +¢ the questions of what #o0 measuce when asvaluating teachars .
and how %o measure it. The study also points the way. o future ’
definitiva research of a more immadiately practical nature.
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Teacher Evaluation ,
Although report card time can be agonizing for teachers,
the dilemmas they face' when evaluating students look rather
easily solvable when compared to the dilemmas"
administrators face when evaluating teachers. Teachers”
have to puzzle over only what grades to give their students.
Administrators, if they are thoughtful and honest, are not -

‘even sure what teacher characteristics they ought to be
evaluating or what criteria to use.

What kind of report card shotld the teacher get? Do the A's
go to the "hard” teacher who makes sure the homework is
difficult and does not give many high marks or to the teacher

.who makes sure the students have a lot of success

experiences? What is good teachlng and how can it be
reLognlzed'

Discovering the best way to evaluate teachers rests on the
answers to two very basic questions. What do we measure,
and how do we measure it? For many years, teacher
evaluation research has attempted to answer these
questions, but useful information has been slow in emerging.

Problems with research on evaluating teachers have been
so serious and so pervasive that some critics dismiss all this -
research as just somuch worthless paper. Research reviews
are filled ‘with cogent criticism. Traditional- teacher
observation methods that examine such characteristics as
personallty or. management skills are subjective and -
imprecise. Newer performance-based approaches attempt
objectivity but have problems of their own.

The standardized  tests thal performance based methods
sometimes use are unable to separate effects of teaching
from other effects like those of watching TVor ha\'mg a high
IQ. These tests also cannot reflect the unique content
actually taught in each classroom and are not sepsitive
enough to record some students’ gains overa perlod as short
as one year.

Both observation and performance based. systems often

" disregard powe:ful sociceconomic factors. and base

evaluations on.only.a small | number of lessons, thus ignoring
conclusive findings that many teac.her behawors vary a lot
from lesson to lesson. ,
.So when researchers undertake a study on tcacher
evaluation that addresses these problems, the results are
worth more than a second glance. The Beginning Teacher
Evaluation’ Study (BTES) commissioned by the California
Commission for Teacher Preparation and Llcmsmg has
made some impressive strides toward answering the
questions of what to measure and how to measure when
evaluating teachers. Although it is certainly not the only

tightly run and intelligently planned teacher deLll\Lness i

study, it is worth careful scrutiny if only for its scope alone.

Made up of three phases and numerous substudies, the.
rescarch stretched over five years and generated more than
fifty papers and reports by. the.end of 1978. Involving more
than 200 teachers in thirteen California school districts, the
study examined many more’ \'anablcs than can even be
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Although its.title specifies “beginning” teachers, the vast
majority of subjects were experienced teachers, and the
study’s implications apply to all teachers regardless of years
ol experience. The study focused on only two grades, but the
findings arc broad generalizations about the behavior of

Cteachers and students  that appear to be qapplicable to

virtually every teaching and learning situation.

Avoiding the Usual Problems

The BTES study avoided some of the usual research

-problems ina number of ways. First, researchers did not rely

on traditional. subjective teacher observation ‘methods but

fnstead attempted to correlate measurable teacher behaviors

with student achievement. In Phase I of . the “study

rescarchers began by identifying student behaviors -

conducive to learning and moved from these to identify

teacher behaviors that fostered the desired student”
behaviors. To micasure student and teacher behavior, the

rescarch team “developed  two classroom observational
procedures, | ’ :
Marliave and his colleagues have explained that one
observation method used in Phase HI of the study was a
method of coding classroom  interaction using a time-
sampling procedure. The time coding forms measured the
tinte span in minutes for cach specific classroom activity. In

addition, thev indicated such things as particular content
~arcaof instruction, level of difficulty of instruction, and level

of engagement of students in each task,

The other observation method uses rating scales to
measure fifteen different variables. These Seales rate such
variables as classroont atmosphere, academic orientation of
instruction, and ¢larity of instructional communication. In
addition to obscrvational procedures, four teacher

interviews and one teacher questionnaire were developed. -

These methods are important because, although not intended
specifically for teacher evaluation, they suggest new and
more valid ways to evaluate teachers.

Unlike some teacher evaluation rescarchers, BTES
researchers did not use standardized tests “to measure
student learning but instead developed their own

achievement tests. Filby-and Dishaw explain‘that these tests,.

initially devéloped in Special Study A of the BTES rescarch,

“have several advantages over standardized . achievement

tests. First, they do not merely test an overall subject matter

arcabut instead are broken down into many subtests .

covering subar¢as of the course content. With such subtests,
it is casier to determine if what is being tested was ctually

-taught in the classroom. The devised tests are al$o more

sensitive than standardized tests to learning over short time
periods. The items on these instruments were carefully

pretested to ensure that they would reflect that learning had
actually taken place. They were dlso examined to determine

whether they were measuring learning or ability.
Many teacher. evaluation studies look at the effects: of
teaching for one class over one class period. The

-socioeconomic status of the class and the different effects of

teaching on different . socioecononiic groups are often
ignored. Thus, it is unélear whether the findings apply to any
other classrooms or to sociocconomic groups other than the
one assessed. Data for the final-phase of the BTES research,
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however, were drawn from fifty differenl%lassrooms.
Students in the sample came from both urban afd suburban
schools, and high sociceconomic status schools were
excluded: from the study. The sample was about one-third

“nonwhite.

‘Although many studies that attempt to identify teacher
behaviors correlated with achievement are based on only one

* class period, BTES rescarch was based on observation and



assessment of several months of classroom activity. In Phase
- I of the study, most classes were observed a total of twenty
times. -

- Findings \ -
~Some of the study’s preliminary findings’ appear to be
almost “as interesting as”the final findings. For example,
Marliave, in reviewing the findings of Phase II of the study,
reports that one of the many findings to emerge was that

quantity of teacher preparation is unrelated or perhaps even

negatively related to amount of student learning. Teachers
who spend long hours poring over lesson plans are not
necessarily better teachers.than those who-do not. Marliave
concluded that quality and not quantity of teacher
preparation is related to effectiveness. - )

Phase I1I's Special Study A revealed several behaviors that
discriminated between teachers who had been identified as
either more or less effective at tecaching an experimental
teaching unit. One of Study A's many findings reported by

~ Tikunoff, Berliner, and Rist was that more elfective teachers
did not often belittle or berate their students to make them

behave, and they did not punish the whole class for

misbehavior by a few. : :
. Summary' reports indicaté that BTES researchers are
. most excited about the findings of Phase Iil-B, the final phase
of the study. These findings represent the culmination of fjve

"years of research. This part of the study identified both _

teacher behaviors and student behaviors that correlate with.
long-term student achievement. . - © - . 4 [

Indicators of student learning. BTES rescarc 'fers
developed a measure of student learning called “academic
learning time” (ALT). For a student to accumulate ALT, three
things have to occur. The student must be spending time on
an academic task; the student must be really engaged inland
paying attention to the task; and he or she .mus{ be
performing the task with high success. The BTES s udy
revealed that the more ALT a student accumulates, the more

. _the student is learning. ] L

As Fisher and his colleagues éxplain, part of the value of
ALT lies in its ability to determine whether learning is
occurring at the time it actually is occurring without relying
on achievement tests. It s also useful for specifying why

* “learniing is not occurring. When students are not learning, we

' -can conclude that the cause is either lack of engagement inan

- "academic task or a low success rate. :

The implication of ALT that is most likely to'be surprising

o educators is that students learn more when ¢lasswork

seems rather easy to them. If students give a large number of

, correct answers, their subsequent achievement gains in that

area'will-be higher. Fisher and his colleagues found that "“if

the task is very difficult and the studeat produces few correct

responses during the task, then the activity will nat yield,

much learning for that student.” The:e findings may come as
__a surprise_tQ those who believe thi.t students_are learnin
more when classwork is very difficult. ’

Fisher and BTES researchers qualify these findings with -
the warning that not all of a student's time should be spent in’

high success activities. If all tasks are easy and no new

challenging material is presented, students cannot progress.

-The ressarchers suggest particularly that older students or
. )
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. good students may benefit from spending quite a bit of time
at a medium success level. . ‘ ' -
Indicators of teacher effectiveness. In addition to

" .identifying ALT, another major outcome of the stiidy was the

identification of things teachers do that increase student
learning. The researchers called these behaviors diagnosis,
prescription, presenration, monitoring, and feedback.

Regarding diagnosis, students learn more when teachers
know more about what their individual students can and
cannot do. Achievement scores are high when teachers have a
good grasp of each student's ability. Regarding prescription, .
a teacher’s ability to match instruction with the needs and
skill levels of individual children was related to a high
student success rate. -Students learn more wHen teachers
assign them appropriate tasks.’ .

~ Regarding presentation, students made fewer errors when
teachers spent more time structuring the lesson and giving
directions. Observers of particularly successful classes often
mentioned that the_ téacher had a regular routine of
beginning each lesson with a presentation in a group setting.

Regarding monitoring. students-learn more when teachers
keep track of student progress on instructional tasks. The
major form of this monitoring is teacher questioning. It also
takes the form of surveying the work of students who are

- engaged in seatwork. Regarding feedback, students learn
more when they frequently learn whether their answers are
right .or wrong. Feedback may come from checking
homework, from oral question and answer sessions, or even
from programmed texts: All kinds of feedback had a stronger
and more consistently positive relation to achievement than
did presentation or monitoring. ]

To summarize, all these variables—diagnosis,
pr_escrip"lion, presentation, monitoring, and fecdback—were
found to be strong indicators of student learning and,
therefore, of truly effective teaching. . ‘

A third important finding to emerge from Phase 11I-B
concerns classroom environment. Students learn more when
a teacher fosters an environment where academic learning is’
valued.'BTES researchers maintained that a téacher who is
committed to the goal of producing academic learning will
instill that goal in students. : . :

Students also appear to learn more when they are willing
to work cooperatively and take responsibility for their

classroom work. When a teacher creatés an environment =~

that “encourages student cooperation and responsibility,.

higher achievement scores result.

Implications

-The BTES siudy', belying its title, never directly addresses
itsell to teacher evaluation. Nevertheless, it is full of
implications useful for evaluators. The findings point toward
answers to the questions of what ‘to measure and how to
measure when doing teacher evaluation. -

—- -—First, the findings of. Phasc-11I-B-on important-teacher

behaviors address the problem of what to, measure when
evaluating teachers. They suggest the kinds of behaviors to
look for in effective teachers. Are teachers committed to and
capable of diagnosing the learning needs of each student? Do
they prescribe appropriate - learning activities for each L
student? Do_they present lessons ‘to the class through’

1 I '



structured éxplanations and good directions? Do they

monitor their students’ work by asking them questions and

checking their progress in seatwork ? Finally,do they provide

frequent feedback about the accuracy of their written work

and oral answers? :

. Fisher and other BTES researchers have warned that there
are._many different, equally effective ways to accomplish

each of these five functions. For example, teachers may .

provide feedback in many different ways—question and

answer sessions, marking homework, or reward systems. No -

particular type of fg@dback seems better than any other. The
important thing is that-all these funclions\are accomplished
in some way 'oyf‘w teacher and that he or she believes they
are important. e i '
Findings from Phase I11-B on classroom environment, too,
have implications for teacher evaluation. Is the classroom
énviroument one in which academic learning is valued and
Tcouraged? Are students cooperativée and responsible for
their academic work? If the answer to these questions is yes,
then it is more likely that the teacher is an effective one. _
The concept of academic learning time suggests possible
answers . to the question of how to measure teachers’

" performance. Although BTES researchers o far make no .

claims about the value of using ALT to measure teacher
effectiveness, the implications seem obvious. The
observational techniques used in the BTES study to measure
‘ALT might be used in classrooms to determine how much
learning actually is ‘occurring. How much time do students
spend on academic activities? Do they appear to be really

.. engaged in and paying attention to what they are doing? Are .

they experiencing a high rate of success?

" Many of the substudiés’ findings-also have implications for
teacher evaluation. For example, the findings from Phase 11
on teacher preparation- suggest that the length of time

teachers 'spend preparing for class is not a valid teacher -

““evaluation measure.

Many findings of Special Study A also haveimplications for )

teacher evaluation. To take just one example, the findings
- about methods of punishment suggest that positive ratings in

this area ought to go to teachers who do-not berate students . .

“for mistakes or shortcomings and who do not habitually
punish- the whele class for misbehavior by a few students.
Of course, the BTES findings are not a panacea and leave
many questions unanswered. Some of -these questions
concern’low achieving students. Even when it is clear that
overall ALT inaclass is low and that a teacher does not spend
much time. in diagnosing, prescribing, presenting,
monitoring, and giving feedback, it is not clear where the
problem lies. Is it in the lcachéro_r inaclass that is so large or
has students with'such diverse abilities or is so hard to handle
that the teacher is unable to give the individual attention
" necessary to every student? - ‘
No. the BTES does not hold all the answers, and
furthermore BTES rescarchers have warned that the study is

a seminal one whose models need to be refined and whose .

findingsnced tobe replicated. Ttisnevertheless a remarkable
study both'in its findings and in the careful and thorough way
it attemptedto avoid methodologica! problems of previous
studies. The study, points the way, perhaps more clearly than
- any previous study, toward identifying teacher effectiveness.
And it ison a clear definition of teacher effectiveness that all
teacher evaluation fust rest.
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